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President’s News Conference on Foreign and Domestic Issues 


, Following Is qtranscript of President Reagan’s news conference last night 
in Washington, as recorded By The New York Times: 


QPENINd STATEMENT 


Earlier today on his return from 
Geneva, Secretary Shult* reported to 
naa on the full details of hit discus, 
sions with Soviet foreign Minister 
^Gromyko over this past Jan. 7 and 8, 

• As yoq’re award) his meeting with 
. Mr. Gromyko has resulted in agree. 
f ment between our two nations to be* 
‘gin new negotiations on nuclear and 
spaed arms. , 

o Our objective in these talks will be 
the reduction of nuclear arms and the 
, strengthening of strategy stability. 
-Our wthhate goal, of course, is the 
complete elimination of nuclear 


When 1 spoke before the United Na* 
tions General Assembly this past Sep- 
tember, I set out my objectives and 
proposals for a more stable and con- 
structive relationships between East 
and West. 

Today, it’s my hope that this week’s 
meeting in Geneva, while only a sin* 


logue between the United States and 
the Soviet Union. 

It’s also my hope that as 1985 un- 
folds, this year will emerge as one of 
dialogue and negotiations, a year that 


!v I want to take this opportunity to 
congratulate George Shultz, ** 
Mcffuriane and the rest of our d< 


; delega- 
tion for a job well done. Their team- 
work in Geneva was American diplo- 
macy at its best, • 

Our differences with the Soviets are 
; many and profound. And these new 
negotiations will, be difficult as we 
' grapple with the issues so central to 
, peace and security for ourselves 1 , our 
allies, and the world. But we will 
persevere* - . , 

.. : And while we must continue to re* 
sist actions by the Soviet Union that 
threaten our freedom and vital inter- 
ests or those of other nations, we must 
also be prepared to work together 
wherever possible to strengthen the 
peace. >,-< .... 


aiaiugue ano neguuauuns, a mat 

leads to better relations between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. 

I believe a more stable peace is 
achievable through these negotia- 
tions, and f urge all Americans to join 
us in supporting this search for a 
more stable peace. 

But it takes two sides to have con- 
structive negotiations; one side alone 
cannot do it. We’ve made dear our in- 
tentions and expectations for 
progress in U.B.-Soviet relations. 

Secretary Shultz has reinforced 
that message in his lengthy sessions 
with Mr. Gromyko. For our part, 
we’ll bd flexible, patient and deter- 
mined. And we now look to the Soviet 
Union to help give new life and post- 
tive results to that process of dia- 
logue. 

Now, Helen. , 



A. No. We’re going to reach our 
goal. We’re going to submit a budget 
that .sets us on that declining path. 
And, as I say, our aim is a budget that 
is based, ah, that will be no more than 
the money spent in 1985. And that’s 
pur target and we intend to meet that 
target. 

There are a couple of things we 
can’t control. For example, the inter- 
est on the debt. So we nave to make 
allowances in other areas and find 
cuts that we can make there. 

It would be very simple if the 
budget was of such a nature that you 
could simply say, everybody spend 
■ ' i same amount of money next year ; 


ore; some are going to spend! 
and some we're just going to wipe out 
entirely. 


Summit Meeting 


QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 


Tbf New York Time* /Georg- Tame* 

President Reagan speaking at news conference last night. 


Weapons Negotiations 


j, are you willing to trade off re. a 

search in Star Wars technology for 
deep cuts in the Soviet nuclear ar- 
senal or are you set in concrete, a» 
your advisers say, against any negotl- - 
ations on Star Wars? i 
: A; Well, let me say what has been 
called Star Wars* acid, Helen, I wish 
whoever coined that expression 
would take it back again, because it 
gives a false impression of what it is 
we’re talking about. But that will be 
on the table with everything else, of 
course. There’s no precimditTons with 
regard to the talks that we’re going to 
have. But, this is research, a research 
program and it is within the provi- 
sions of the ABM treaty. So all that 
we’ve made clear is that we’re going 
forward on the research. But we’ve 
' also made it clear that it that re- 
search does code up, as w® hope, 
with something that could be the de- 
fensive weapon we’re talking about, 
non-nuclear, then we would be willing 
to go into negotiations and discus- 
sions with the other nations of the , 
world add with our allies about what 
to do about that and whether and how 
to deploy. 

Q: . . . Star Wars, even if you don’t 
like the term, it’s quite popular, is on 
the table for negotiations at some 
point where the technology might be 
developed? 

A: . . . it’s on the table only because 


CQLAs, and I think some of those who 
are calling for that on the Hill should 
recognize: Social Security is running 
a surplus. Social Security is not part 
of the deficit problem. It is totally fi- 
nanced by a payroll tax and that tax 
is totally dedicated to that one pro- 
gram. If Social Security spending 
were reduced you could not take that 
money saved and use it to fund some 
other program in the deficit. It would 
simply go back into the Social Se- 
curity trust fund. So I think that it’s 
far more profitable — the idea of bal- 
ancing a budget — to turn to the pro- 
grams that are really causing the 
deficit. 

A. Dan? 


recession led to the next one being 
worse and inflation higher and unem- 
ployment greater and so forth, we 
have made, a great start on a re- 
covery that is based on sound princi- 
ples add not on artificially stimulat- 

infl tha wnnumi). And wa*ra ortind to, 


Subway Gunman 


Q. Mr. President, a man in the sub- 
way in New York City took a gun and 
shot four youths who apparently were 
trying to shake him down. Without 
reference to that specific case, since 
it is in the courts, what do you think 
about the use of deadly force in trying 
to defend oneself against attacks? 
i A, Sam, I’m glad that you said that 
about it being a case now before the 
courts, because that does prohibit me 
■ from commenting on that particular 
case. In general, I think we all can un- 


fag thf economy. And we’re going to’ 
stay with a plan of that kind. I think 
that a tax increase would be counter- 
productive. And I think also that to- ■ 
day, even though you all had the re- 
port that there was a fraction of a per- 
cent of increase in the unemployment 
rate for December over November, 
I’d like to point out that — and the 
statisticians always do puzzle me — 
however, there were 340,000 more 
people employed in the United State? 
m December than were employed in 
November. But evidently there were 
more new entrants to tfye job market. 
But we have more people employed* 
today, but just as one figure, the only 1 
reason I brought that up is to point out 
there are 340,000 more people id 
December, unanticipated I'm sure by 
many who are now taxpayers and 
who will be contributing to Govern- 
ment’s revenues, And the best way to 
increase Government’s revenues is 
not By increasing the rates,. Thq best ^ 
way is by keeping the rates down but 
increasing the economic upsurge. 


Q: I mean it’s not . . . 

A: . . .we made it very clear. . . 

Q: I mean it’s not just a bargaining 


i: No. Oh no. No. No. whoops. 


Verification of Pact 


Q: Mr. President, in the past you 
have characterized the Soviet Union 
as an evil empire. And you have said 
that they have repeatedly violated the 
arms agreements they have made 
with the United States. Some of your 
advisers today doubt that the tech- 
nology exists to adequately verify any 
agreement. Do you believe verifica- 
tion is possible or do you think the 
Soviets will try to violate any agree- 
ment you might make? 

A: Well, we know that they have 
had a past record of violating agree- 
ments. We know also that absolute 
verification is impossible. But veri- 
fication to the extent possible is going 
to be a very necessary feature in our 
negotiations. And I would like to also 
pomt out that because they them- 
selves have expressed the desire to 
totally eliminate nuclear weapons, 
zero nuclear weapons is far easier to 
verify than if you’re simply reducing 
the numbers. To have to continue 
trying to count numbers is much 
more difficult. Gary. 

Q: Mr. President, thank you. 


who are constantly threatened l„ 
crime and feel that law and order is 
not particularly protecting them. On 
the other hand, 1 think we all realize 
there is a breakdown of civilization if 
people start taking the law in their 
own hands. So while we may feel un- 
derstanding or sympathy for some- 
one who was tested beyond his con- 
trol, his ability to control himself, at 
the same time we have to abide by the 
law and stand for law and order. 

Q. Sir, many American® feel, that 
there is no law and order, that the po- 
lice either are unable or not suffi- 
ciently in force to do their jobs. What 
then Is the alternative for Amer- 
icans? 


Staff Changes 


A, Weil, there apparently are some 
centers of crime and places where 


criminals have found happy hunting 
n others. But actually we’ve 


Social Security Costs 


more than others. L _ _ 

been making sizable progress in the 
last few years with regard to law en- 
forcement; for the first time, I think, 
since the crime statistics have been 
kept. In the last two years they have 
gone down; two years in a row In re- 
gard to serious crime. So a lot of it, 1 
think, depends on all of us and our in- 
sisting on law and order. 

\ I don’t blame the police so much for 
what we’ve seen over the years. 
There’s a kind of an attitude in the 
whole structure of judicial and every 
place else in crime in which it seemed 
that we got overzealous in protecting 
the criminals’ rights and forgot about 
the victim. And, I think, if we have 
stricter enforcement and stricter 
punishment, we’ll continue to see de- 
cline in crime. 


Bill. 


Q. Mr. President, thank you. Senate 
Republicans and the leadership and 


one of your top advisers both have 
said Social Security costs and living 
allowances are not necessarily un- 
touchable in the effort to reduce the 
budget deficit. Is the Social Security 
COLA off limits, as you promised dur- 
ing the campaign? Or.is it negotia- 
ble? , -■ 

A. Well, I never specifically men- 
tioned that. I did say, however, that l 
would resist anything that would re- 
duce the payments and the benefits — 
which it had been intimated in the 
campaign — you will remember that 
I was responding to' charges that I 
had some secret plot and plan to do 
that. I had no such plan, and I am re- 


Campaign Promises 

Q. Mr. President, have you painted 
yourself into a comer with your cam* 


SI YK 


. . . ik what someone h&s taken is a 
comment in one of our own meetings 
about the present budget, based on 
some news reports that up on the Hill 
there was widespread feeling about 
freezing the quotas on Social Securi- 
ty, and all I commented on was that 
we might be faced with an over- 
whelming bipartisan majority in both 
Houses in support of that. Well, I 
don’t talk about what I would or 
would not be doing until something 
reaches my desk, but I think it would 
— I would have to look at that situa- 
. tion and what I was faced with, with 
regard to a possible Congressional 
mandate. 


yourself r . 

paign promises to raise taxes only 
over your dead body, not to cut Social 
Security and to keep up defense 
spending? The majority leader in 
your party and the Senate is talking 
about writing his own budget and it 
appears to many people that you have 
walked away from the deficit prob- 
lem or the budget problem and are 
going to leave it to Congress. 

A. No, in the first few days of Feb- 
ruary we will be submitting our 
budget to the Congress and I don’t 
mind if they want to do what they’re 
doing and have some plans of their 
own or are suggesting some. Maybe 
they've got some ideas we haven’t 
thought of and I’d be very happy to 
look at theirs as well as ours, But it is 
my responsibility to submit a budget. 
I’m going to submit it. And our target 
is to have a budget that in .overall 
spending will be no greater in ’86 than 
the spending in ’83. 

O, But sir, if you trust the people 


Q. Mr. President, you said aftey 
your re-election you did not want to 
break up a winning team, yet your 
three top assistants are leaving the 
White House, and Mr, Deaver and 
Mr. Clark are leaving the Adminis- 
tration entirely. Are you going into 
your second term with a second- 
string team? And aren’t you going to 
feel a little lonely without your long- 
time California aides? 

A. Well, of Course, I’ll miss any one 
of those. We’ve been a fine team, and 
any that feel they have to leave — but 
it was no great surprise to me. 1 said 
from the beginning that I wanted peo- 
ple to take these positions in Govern- 
ment, but I was not Setting any time 
limit as to how long they had to stay. 1 
know that some people can only stay 
a short time and then they have to re- 
turn to their owii private lives and ca- 
reers. And I said that I would then gb 
out and find someone to replace them 
when that time came. 

So Secretary Clark — I’d like to 
point out that Secretary Clark, at my 
behest, was in public life longer than 1 
was because, between being Gover- 
nor of California and being President, 
I had a few years as a civilian. He did- 
n’t. Due to me, he was on the Califor- 
nia State Supreme Court. He’s given 
18 years to public life, away from his 
private life. And he told me a couple 
of years ago. And he stayed on when I 
urged him at that particular time to 
do so, for a while. But I’ve understood 
that he was coming to the point that 
he wanted to and would return. 

Mike Deaver, I knew that if there 
was a second term that ha didn’t feel 
that he could go for eight years. He’ll 
be very much missed. But some of the 
other people you mentioned, they’re 
just changing chairs at the Cabinet 
table. They’U still be around. I don’t 
care which side of the table they’re 
talking from, I'll be listening. Chris? 


I said all through history we’ve al- 
ways been able to come up with a de- 
fensive weapon; isn’t it worth re- 
searching to see if there isn’t some 
weapon that is more humane and 
moral than saying that the only de- 
' fense we have in the nuclear age is 
that if they kill tens of millions of our 
people we’U kill tens of millions of 
. theirs. We’re searching for a weapon 
. that might destroy nuclear weapons, 
not be nuclear itself, destroy weap- 
ons. not people. And, if we come up 
with sucn a thing, then is the time to 
turn to the world, to our allies, possi- 
bly even our adversaries ana say, 
“Look, we now have this.’’ And if we 
haven’t by that time eliminated nu- 
clear weapons entirely, this could be 
a big contributing factor to bringing 
that about. 

Q. But aren’t you running the risk 
of having these arms talks break 
down over this issue? The Soviets say 
that that’s their top priority. 

’ A. No, no. One of the three phases 
that has been agreed upon, in what I 
think is a most successful meeting in 
' Geneva, is that we will be talking in 
three groups about strategic nuclear 
weapons — these are offensive weap- 
' bns — about strategic intermediate- 
range weapons — again offensive — 
and there will be a third sector where 
we’ll be talking about defense and 
space. Whether it has to do with 
weapons shooting things down that 
are In space or whether it’s weapons 
in space shooting down. And, as I say, 
what we’re doing with this research 
— and the Soviets had no argument 
about that, they couldn’t argue about 
it— is to research, continue research- 
ing, is within the provisions of the 
ABM treaty. 


Q. Mr. President, riven the 
progress that you indicated has been 
made with the Soviets in these recent 
talks, do you feel that this might be 
the time now to have a summit with 
Soviet leader Chernenko? 

A. To have a meeting, as I said be- 
fore, just to have a meeting, doesn’t 
make any sense. Now, in this next 
month or so, we’re all supposed to get 
together and find out when the negoti- 
ations can start and where. If at any 
time a reason arises in which a sum- 
mit could be helpful in that or in other 
matters and a carefully planned 
agenda created, which they them- 
selves have said is necessary, I'm 
perfectly willing and have been all 
this time to go to a summit meeting. ! 
don’t think it would make much sense 
simply to say, “Well, now that we're 
going to talk about these other things, 
Ik’s have a meeting just to get ac- 
quainted.’’ That builas up people’s 
hopes. And some previous Presidents 
4 Rave done that arid found that the let- 
down was, was very terrible. Jerry. 

Q. Could you fell us if that topic was 
broached at all by Secretaxy Shultz to 
Foreign Minister Gromyko at the 
summit? Was it brought up? 

A. No. They had a very carefully 
planned agenda and, incidentally, 
there was no infighting among our 
group. And 15 people that went over 
there as the total delegation were in 
complete unanimity in their support 
of what we arrived at. And they were, 
all of them, experts in their fields. . 
And there has been no infighting, as 
some have suggested, about what we 
were going to talk about there. And 
there was very careful planning, and 
my last meeting with George and Bud 
McFarlane was just a few hours be- 
fore they got on the plane to go over 
there. But we had agreed upon what 
our agenda was going to be and what 
our demands were. Harry. 


nize there may be differences with re- 
gard to the mix of weapons on both 
sides and we’re prepared to deal with 
that problem, and where perhaps we 
have something that is an advantage 
to us, they have something that’s an 
advantage to them, to discuss trade- 
offs in that area. It is true that when 
we first went into the strategic mis- 
sile negotiations we believed that the 
top priority should be land-based mis- 
siles, But the Soviets made it plain 
that they weren’t following our pat- 
tern, the mix of missiles, that they 
placed more reliance than we did on 
the land-based and they didn’t wait 
for us when we told them that we 
were willing that, O.K., to deal with 
them on that problem. They went 
home anyway and didn’t come back. 

But these are new negotiations. 
Both sides rule that they’re new ne- 
gotiations. 

Q. Mr. President, you started the 
week with a number of surprises and 
changes in your staff. I’m wondering 

iw that you have the opportunity if 


you wouldn't like to get any other per- 
sonnel changes off your chest, such as 


the change in a replacement for Mr. 
Clark. Is it true, for example, that 
Mr. Hodel is going to replace him? 

A. I ain’t talking. I’ll tell you when 
we’ve made a decision. 


Geneva and Detente 


Q. Thank you, Mr. President. Do 
you think that the Geneva meetings 
this week and the resumption of arms 
negotiations in the near future might 
lead to the new era of detente that Mr. 
Chernenko called for last November? 

A, I think that there will be other 
things talked about other than just 
weapons. And yes, bqt let me make 
plain about detente. That is a word 
that’s been a little abused in the past 
in some ways. Yes, we would wel- 
come such a thing as long as it was a 
two-way street. Our problem in the 
past has been that it has too much 
been a one-way street. And we were 
going the wrong way on that street. 

So we very definitely are trying to . . 
arrive at a position in which we can 
settle some of the other bilateral and 
regional issues, and trade matters, 
that are at odds between us. 

Q. What about all the matters like 
Afghanistan, Southeast Asia, prob- 
lems there, would they come up. as 
well? 

A. They did not and, well, I Can’t 
say whether we voiced our opinion of 
those in these meetings. They very 
well could of in the long hours of those 
meetings. But, no, all of those things. 
And we’ve made it very clear to them 
what our opinion is of some of those 
practices. 


Post for Nixon 


Aid to Nicaragua 


Budget Tactics 


Q. Mr. President, in response 
Gary’s question, you indicated that 
you might accept a freeze in Social 
Security Colas if it were forced on you 


by Congress.. Would you also accept 
cuts in military spending 


Talks on Weapons 


Q. Yes, sir. I’m a little confused by 
your original answer on, if you will 
forgive me, “Star Wars,” if we "" 


within your own party it seems" to me 
' I '* ’ 5p all your promises 


On the other hand, I ha,ve to say this 
- about Qp Social Security and the 


that if you 

there’s no way that you can accom- 
plish that goal. , 

A I just don’t believe them. First of 
all, I think that the risk of a tax in- 
crease of slowing down the economy 
and putting us right back in a pattern 
that we’ve had since World war II, 
eight recessions in a row. And every 


you’re willing to negotiate about .. 
now, but you also said that you want 
to go forward with research and only 
really discuss limits after it proves 
out whether the plan is feasible or not , 
which is sometimes perhaps beyond 
your term, in 1990 or so. 

The question is now, in the talks 
that are going to begin this year, 
would you consider setting limits on 
the deployment and the testing of 
“Star Wars?” 

A. Chris, I think that would be way 
ahead of ourselves. We don’t even 
know what kind of a weapon, if we’re 
able to come up with one, that this 
would be. Now, I think maybe some of 
you have been looking at some of 
those drawings on your TV news pro- 
grams at night in which you’ve al- 
ready got a picture of the weapon, 
and I can see it shooting missiles 
down, and it looks so easy. We don’t 
know. That’s why, when I said "Star 
Wars,” and criticized it, I never men- 
tioned space or anything. I don’t 
know, I’m not a scientist. 


. . g and a tax in- 
crease if Congress pressed you on 
that? 

A. No, I feel that a tax increase, as I 
say, would be counter-productive and 
would set us back in the very thing 
that we have accomplished in these 
first four years and Intend to carry. 
And that is an economic expansion. 

With regard to defense, here, 
again, I have to say defense is not a 
program in which we can determine 
what we want to spend. That is dic- 
tated by outside Influences, things 
outside our country. 

And I would like to point out that 
the Defense Department has come in 
on its own, voluntarily, with a bigger 
cut than had been asked of it for the 
first year, for 1986. 

Now they point out — and I think I 
support them in this very logically — 
that it is impossible to make a projec- 
tion over three or five years as to 
what you will spend in those out 
years. 

What if some development on the 
other side of the ocean absolutely 
makes it necessary for us to do some- 
thing that we can’t even contemplate 
now with regard to national security? 

So all Defense has asked is, do not 
pin them down to the out years , but to 
accept that here, in good faith, they 
have come up with, as I say, a bigger 
increase than was asked. 

And may I call your attention to 
something else, and maybe you’d like 
to rally around and help with a few 
editorials. I think this policy some 
time ago of the Congress demanding 
that the President submit a budget 
and then, based on that budget, sub- 
mit projections for what the Govern- 
ment budgets are going to be for the 
next five years — there isn’t any 
economist in the world who can do 
that and accurately tell you what 
you’re going to need down the road, 

And I’d like to point out that all of 
the projections that we inherited went 
out the window; they didn’t match 
what we’re doing now. And 1 think it 
is enough. 1 know that most of the 
states get along just fine with consti- 
tutional provisions that they can’t 
have deficits and with governors hav- 
ing to present a budget for that year 
and a budget, then, when the next 
year comes around. 

And those projections, frankly, I 
pay nd attention to them. 

Q. By putting forth a budget that 
doesn’t even meet your own goals for 
deficit reduction, aren’t you really 
begging Congress to do these things? 


t Q. Mr. President, the time is draw- 
' ing near when you will have to certify 
to Congress whether there’s a need to 
continue supplying aid to the rebel 
forces inside Nicaragua. And 1 'd like 
to ask if you intend to press on with 
this program when that date comes, 
or do you see any reason or any devel- 
opment that has occurred that would 
permit the United States to drop this 
covert aid program. 

A. Well, Harry, as you know, I 
shouldn’t be talking about anything 
that is supposed to be covert. But I 
will say this : that our plans,— that we 
have no plans for abandoning the 
overall ideas of help such' as were 
created by the Kissinger Commission 
down there, a program proposed for 
over about the next five years, to help 
those nations that are trying to be- 
come democracies to be democracies 
and to support the people of Nicara- 
gua who, I have to point out, are gov- 
emed by a group that took over by 
force, ousted others' that had been 
fighting for a revolution and I think 
that — and they are supporting the 
guerrillas that are trying to over- 
throw the duly elected government of 
El Salvador and, No, we’re not re- 
treating from what we feel are obliga- 
tions there in Central America at all. j 


Q. Mr, President, are you about to 
name former President Richard 
Nixon to a post in your Administra- 
tion, perhaps as a roving ambassador 
of some sort, or perhaps somehow in- 
volved in the upcoming arms negotia- 
tions? r .„. , • • - : 

A. Well, he has never suggested, 
himself, that he had any interest in 
such a thing, and, no, we have no such 
plans. 

Q, Have you been consulting with 
him on the arms talks, or do you plan 


to? 


A. I feel, and we do keep all the for- 
mer Presidents briefed, and bring 
them up to data on things that we’ve 
done, and so forth, so I talk to him 
every once in a while, like today, to 
say nappy birthday. Geriy? 


Simplifying Taxes 


StrategicMissiles " 


Q- Thank you, Mr. President. By 
the end of the year, if the United 
States continues to deploy its strate- 
gic submarines, as planned, it will ex- 
ceed the limits for strategic missiles 
under SALT If, Mr. President. What 
is your intention with respect to that 
agreement? Are you going to de- 
crease the number of ICBM’s and out- 
moded submarine missiles in order to 
keep that SALT II agreement alive, 
even though it’s not ratified? 

A. Well, we have been holding to 
that and thought that it would be help- 
ful in now wnat we’re planning and 


; forward with. We have been 
eliminating some of the older mis- 
siles and taking out some of the sub- 
marines. We will continue on that 


Q. Thank you, Mr. President. In 
light of the changes in jobs with Mr. 
Regah arid Mr. Baker, do you now 
plan to make a greater push on sim- 
plifying the tax system, and do you 
think it has a better chance of getting 
Congressional approval? 

A. Gerry, whether that will help or 
not, all of us —the two that are chang- 
ing jobs and myself, as well as others 
— are totally dedicated to trying for 
the tax simplification. Now I mow 
that some have suggested that maybe 
we’re putting that on a back burner— 
no, we have been so busy and put top 
priority on getting a budget ready,' 
and with regard to that tax study 
made by the Treasury Department. 

They now are also getting input 
from various sectors or the business 
world out there and from society, and 
also dealing with people on the Hill. I 
believe that they recognize that there 
are things in there that may be op- 
tions to cnoose or not to accept, and as 
soon as we get a budget in shape and 
present it, then we will go into the 
same lengthy process we’ve been in 
on a budget, only this time on a tax 
simplicatfon because we’re deter- 


adding to the nuclear force as it is in 
modernizing it — replacing older, 
less accurate missiles and subma- 


the Trident. So, yes, we feel 
can live within it. 

Remember that SALT II is nothing 
but a limitation on how fast you in- 
crease weapons, which is one of the 
reasons why 1 was in support of a Sen- 
ate — even though I wasn’t here at the 
time — that refused to ratify it. And 
that’s why my belief is that the type of 
negotiations we’re suggesting are the 
only ones that make sense. Don’t just 
limit the rate of increase — reduce- 
the number of weapons, 

Q. Mr. President, your aides have 
said that they have some innovative, 
interesting ideas if the negotiations 
are resumed. What are your ideas — 
defensive weapons aside — what are 


these two tracks, but it is a two-track 
approach. We’re not sending them up 
there as a package that people can be- 
gin training between one and the 
other. 

Thank you, I’m sorry. Why don’t 
you all get together and find some 
way in which I don’t have to leave so 
many hands in the air? 


your ideas for reducing offensive sys- 
lat were not put for- 


teiris — ideas that , _ 

ward in the negotiations that 

aborted and that could offer some 
hope for progress in this new round of 
negotiations now? 


A. Well, I don’t want to give away 
anything in advance the things that 
belong at the negotiating table. But, 
yes, one of the things that we’ve made 
clear to the Soviets is that wri recog- 
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